SKULL-MEASURING

European who has not lived in Muslim countries to form
any considered opinion regarding slavery in practice. The
lot of the slave must necessarily be compared with that
of the freeman in the same environment. Judged by this
standard, the life of the slave is not wholly pitiable. The
general standard of life is so low-just above the line of
bare sufficiency - that the slave-owner, in his own interests,
has to feed and clothe the slave nearly as well as himself.

The fundamental difference between them lies in work.
In the land of sloth, it is the slave who does the manual
labour. He has to produce enough to support both of
them, and the freeman sees that he does so. But to suppose
that a difference of rewards exists as sharply defined as in
the Southern States of the U.S.A. or the West Indian
Colonies before the abolition of slavery would be a false
assumption. No such difference exists.

Slaves actually enjoy certain fortuitous social advantages.
The male, for instance, escapes the perils of the blood-feuds
that haunt the 'free* tribesman, and when he is caught in a
raid and Arab kills Arab, his life will be spared. It is true
he will find himself taken captive and sold to a fresh master,
but his lot need not therefore be worsened, As regards
females, the slave girl enjoys a social liberty that is in
gratifying contrast to the 'free' Arab woman. The latter is
probably married at fifteen to a spouse chosen by her father,
without being consulted or even seeing him. Thereafter
she is destined to close confinement in her house for the
rest of her life except for rare excursions out of doors,
where she goes closely veiled. The rigidity of the conven-
tion increases as her position rises in the social scale, while
any sexual lapse-this in contrast to her husband's
admitted licence - she will pay for with her life*
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